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Appeal Brief under 37 CFR $ 1 . 1 92 

Assistant Commissioner for Patents 
Washington, D.C. 20231 

Sir: 

This is an Appeal of the Examiner's final rejection dated April 26, 2002, 
Paper No. 5. This brief is being filed in triplicate with the associated fee under 37 CFR 
§1.1 7(c) in the amount of $320.00. All applicable extension of time fees were previously 
paid. If any further fee is deemed to be due, the Commissioner is hereby authorized to 
charge same to the undersigned's Deposit Account No. 22-0212. 


O O 


REAL PARTY IN INTEREST 

The real party in interest is Automotive Fluid Systems, Inc. as the assignee 

in this application. 
10/02/2002 CHGUTEN 00000030 09542897 
01 FC:120 320.00 OP 

RELATED APPEALS AND INTERFERENCES 

There are no other appeals or interferences that will directly affect or be 
affected by or having a bearing on the Board's decision in this Appeal. 
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STATUS OF THE CLAIMS 

The status of the Claims as determined by the Examiner in the Final Office Action 
dated April 26, 2002, Paper No. 5, is as follows: 

a) Claims 1-13 and 15 are pending; 

b) Claim 14 was withdrawn; and 

c) Claims 1 - 1 3 and 1 5 stand finally rejected under 3 5 USC § 1 02(b). 

STATUS OF AMENDMENTS 

A reply to the Examiner's final rejection was filed on June 20, 2002 
requesting the Examiner's reconsideration of the final claim rejections under 35 U.S.C. 
§102. In an Advisory Action dated July 22, 2002, Paper No. 7, the Examiner continued 
the 35 U.S.C. §102 rejection of Claims 1 through 13 and 15, and indicated that the 37 
C.F.R §1.116 Amendment would be entered for purposes Appeal. 

SUMMARY OF THE INVENTION 

Generally, Appellant's invention discloses a composite sleeve seal (20) that 
can easily be slipped over the end of a tube (44), that does not necessitate expensive 
processes involving machining O-ring grooves in a tube end, and that provides a seal that 
is superior to that achievable with conventional O-rings. 

The composite sleeve seal (20) is made up of a body portion (22) having 
spaced apart collar sections (24) that are annular or ring-like in form. The collar sections 
(24) have a common inside diameter (241) and outside diameter (240). One of the collar 
sections (24) may also have a tapered portion (26) having a tapered surface (28). The 
collar sections (24) are interconnected by link segments (30). The link segments (30) are 
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circumferentially equally spaced apart as shown in Figure 3 or Alternatively as shown in 
the preferred embodiment of Figure 2 the link segments are integral with each of the collar 
sections which they connect such that the entire body portion (22) is constructed of one 
continuous material. The collar sections (24) are contiguous with seal portions (32) that 
are also annular or ring-like in form. The seal portions (32) interpose the collar sections 
(24) and abut the link segments (30) such that the seal portions (32) are positively 
interlocked with the body portion (22). The composite sleeve seal (20) may be positioned 
directly between a male tubular member and a female coupling member creating a seal 
therebetween without conventional O-rings, machined grooves, ridges, or ribs on either the 
male component or the female component. 

The sleeve seal (20) of the present invention is additionally suitable for a 
variety of tube end-forming applications, such as the block connection (10). The sleeve 
seal (20) is adapted to surround and engage a male tube (44) that is held to a male 
connecting block (42) by a roll formed annular upset bead (48). The block connection (10) 
includes a female block assembly (60) having a throughbore (66), a chamfer (68) and a 
transition surface (70) therebetween. The sleeve seal (20) is disposed between the male 
tube (44) and the throughbore (66) of the female connecting block (60). The seal portions 
(32) are radially compressed between the male tube (44) and female connecting block (62) 
and axially restrained by the collar sections (24) to form the primary seal. 

Additionally, the tapered surface (28) of the tapered portion (26) of the 
sleeve seal (20) is adapted to locate against the transition surface (70) of the female 
connecting block (62) such that the transition surface (70) engages in annular line contact 
against the tapered surface (28) to create a secondary seal of the fluid-tight block 
connection (10). The line contact also forces the components to balance the sealing load 
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concentrically about the centerline of the tube diameter thereby avoiding side-load types of 
failures. 

ISSUE 

The sole issue to be resolved in this appeal is as follows: 
Are Claims 1-13 and 15 as finally rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) 
unpatentable as being anticipated by Baron, U.S. Patent 6,260,851 (WO97/16670). 

GROUPING OF THE CLAIMS 

For each ground of rejection that applies to more than one claim, such 
additional claims, to the extent separately identified and argued below, do not stand or fall 
together. 

ARGUMENT 

The Rejection of Claims 1-13 and 15 under 35 U.S.C. $ 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Baron, U.S. Patent 6,260,851 (WO97/16670) is Improper as a Matter of Law and this Issue 
Should be Resolved in Appellant's Favor 

The Examiner rejected Claims 1-13 and 15 under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as 

being anticipated by Baron, U.S. Patent 6,260,851 (WO97/16670). Appellant's attorney 

respectfully traverses the Examiner's 35 U.S.C. §102 rejection in view of the following 

argument. 

The test for determining if a reference anticipates a claim, for purposes of a 
rejection under 35 U.S.C. §102, is whether the reference discloses all the elements of the 
claimed combination, or the mechanical equivalents thereof, functioning in substantially 
the same way to produce substantially the same results. As noted by the Court of Appeals 
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of the Federal Circuit in Lindemann Maschinenfabrick GmbH v. American Hoist and 

Derrick Co., 221 USPQ 481, 485 (Fed. Cir. 1984), in evaluating the sufficiency of an 

anticipation rejection under 35 U.S.C. §102, the Court stated: 

"Anticipation requires the presence in a single prior art 
reference disclosure of each and every element of the 
claimed invention, arranged as in the claim." 

Appellant's independent Claims 1, 2, 8, and 15 all require: 

"1 . A composite sleeve seal comprising: 

a body portion including at least one collar 
section having at least one link segment extending 
therefrom; and 

at least one seal portion contiguous with said at 
least one collar section and surrounding said at least one 
link segment to interlock said at least one seal portion 
with said body portion to form said composite sleeve seal 
as one integral component." 

"2. A composite sleeve seal for sealing a conduit 
connection, said composite sleeve seal comprising: 

a body portion including a plurality of collar 
sections spaced apart from one another to define at least 
one gap therebetween, said collar sections being 
interconnected by at least one link segment spanning 
said at least one gap; and 

at least one seal portion interposed said plurality 
of collar sections in said at least one gap and 
surrounding said at least one link segment to interlock 
said at least one seal portion with said body portion to 
form said composite sleeve seal as one integral component." 

"8. A fluid-tight conduit connection comprising: 
a female component; 

a male component positioned within said female 
component such that said female component circumscribes 
said male component; and 

a composite sleeve seal circumscribing said male 
component such that said composite sleeve seal is interposed 
said male and female components for sealing said fluid-tight 
conduit connection, said composite sleeve seal comprising: 

a body portion including a plurality of 
collar sections interconnected by at least one link 
segment; and \ 
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at least one seal portion interposed said 
plurality of collar sections and surrounding said at least 
one link segment to interlock said at least one seal 
portion with said body portion to integrate said composite 
sleeve seal; 

whereby said at least one seal portion is compressed by said male 
and said female components to primarily seal said fluid-tight 
conduit connection." 

"15. A composite sleeve seal comprising: 

a body portion including at least one collar 
section having at least one link segment extending 
therefrom; and 

at least one seal portion disposed in axial 
prolongation with respect to said at least one collar 
section, said at least one seal portion being molded 
around at least a portion of said at least one link segment 
to interlock said at least one seal portion with said body 
portion to form said composite sleeve seal as one integral 
component." 

It is respectfully asserted that Baron fails to disclose each and every element 
of Appellant's independent claims, arranged as in the claims. Specifically, Baron fails to 
disclose the arrangement of elements claimed in independent Claims 1, 2, 8 and 15. The 
Examiner indicated in the Final Office Action of April 26, 2002, paper number 5, that 
Baron elements (18) and (21) of the embodiment depicted in Figure 2 disclose Appellant's 
body portion having a plurality of collar portions and a plurality of seal portions, and that 
element (47) of a different embodiment depicted in Figure 5 discloses Appellant's link 
segments. It is respectfully suggested that the Examiner improperly combines elements 
from unrelated configurations resulting in an embodiment that was never envisioned by 
Baron. The Examiner selects individual elements from multiple discrete embodiments 
without addressing the structural interrelationships therebetween or considering the 
functionality to determine whether the same results are obtained as is required under 
Lindemann, supra. 
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Lindemann, supra provides that anticipation requires the presence in a 
single prior art reference disclosure of each and every element of the claimed invention, 
arranged as in the claim. Appellant's independent Claim 1 discloses at least one link 
segment extending from at least one collar, and at least one link segment being surrounded 
by at least one seal portion. Appellant's independent Claims 2 and 8 disclose at least one 
link segment interconnecting a plurality of collar sections, and at least one link segment 
being surrounded by at least one seal portion. Appellant's independent Claim 15 discloses 
at least one link segment extending from at least one collar, and at least one seal portion 
being molded around at least a portion of at least one link segment. It is respectfully 
suggested that the Examiner's rejection relying on elements (18) and (21) depicted Figure 
2 and element (47) depicted in Figure 5 of Baron does not disclose the structural 
interrelationship of elements claimed in independent Claims 1, 2, 8 and 10, and recited 
hereinabove. It is further suggested that there is in fact no disclosure whatsoever 
describing the structural interrelationship of elements (18,21) depicted Figure 2 and 
element (47) depicted in Figure 5 as no such combination was disclosed. 

Page 3, Lines 7-10 of the Final Office Action of April 26, 2002, paper 
number 5 provides "Barron shows, in a combination of the embodiments shown in Figures 
2 and 5, a composite sleeve seal comprising a body portion (16,19) including a plurality of 
collar sections (numbered 5 1 in Figure 5) spaced apart by at least one gap and having at 
least one link segment (47) defined therefrom..." It is respectfully suggested that the 
Examiner again improperly combines elements from unrelated configurations resulting in 
an embodiment that was never disclosed by Baron, without addressing the structural 
interrelationships therebetween or considering the functionality to determine whether the 
same results are obtained as is required under Lindemann, supra. It is further suggested 
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that the elements identified by the Examiner in the rejection do not disclose Appellant's 
claimed elements as will be discussed hereinafter. 

It is respectfully suggested that Baron element (51) depicted in Figure 5 
does not disclose a plurality of collar sections as indicated by the Examiner on Page 3, 
Line 9. Baron element (51), as shown in Figure 5, is a junction end (column 4, lines 63- 
65) and represents the end of the ring (50) in contact with the collar (42). The junction end 
(51) taught in Baron is described as straight (column 4, lines 64-65) and is an integral part 
of the ring (50), whereas Appellant's collar sections are defined on page 10, line 4 of the 
specification as being annular or ring-like in form. Therefore, the single "junction end 51" 
disclosed in Baron is clearly distinguishable from Appellant's claimed plurality of collar 
sections. It is further suggested that although the Examiner indicates on Page 3, Line 9 
that the Baron reference discloses Appellant's at least one gap between collar sections, 
there is no indication as to specifically where the at least one gap is or how a single 
junction end (51) can define a gap. 

Baron fails to disclose a composite seal having at least one link segment 
extending from a body portion as required by Appellant's independent Claims 1 and 15. 
First, the "portions 47" in Baron are not link segments. Second, even if the "portions 47" 
in Baron are viewed as link segments, they do not extend from the body portion (ring 50). 
Rather, they extend from the O-ring (collar 42). 

In response to Appellant's position that "portions 47" in Baron are not link 
segments, the Examiner asserted on page 4, line 10 that "the portions (47) frictionally link 
seal portion (42) and collar portion (51) together." The Examiner points to no support in 
the specification for his position, and in fact the portions (47) are adapted to frictionally 
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engage the connector (58) of the pipe (column 5, lines 3-4) and not to link the seal portion 
and the collar portion as stated by the Examiner. 

In response to Appellant's position that even if the portions (47) in Baron 
are viewed as link segments, they do not extend from the body portion (ring 50), the 
Examiner stated on page 4, line 12 that "the portions (47) do originate at collar portions 
(51) and extend therefrom." As previously stated hereinabove, the junction end 51 
disclosed in Baron is not a mechanical equivalent to Appellant's collar portions. 
Furthermore, the portions (47) are integral with the collar (42) (column 4, lines 53-60, 
Baron, supra) such that the portions (47) originate from the collar (42) and not the junction 
end (51). Additionally, the specific basis for the Examiner's position that the portions (47) 
originate at the junction end (51) of the ring (50) is unclear as the Examiner has not 
provided any support in the prior art specification to justify his position. 

Baron fails to disclose an arrangement of elements wherein a composite seal 
has a seal portion surrounding the link segments of the body portion to interlock the seal 
portion to the body portion as required in Appellant's independent Claims 1, 2 and 8. 
First, the elastomeric double O-ring (collar 42) of Baron does not surround any part of the 
body portion (ring 50). At best, the elastomeric double O-ring (collar 42) of Baron axially 
prolongates the body portion (50) of Baron, and perhaps covers a portion of the inside 
diameter of the body portion (50) of Baron. Second, the elastomeric double O-ring (collar 
42) of Baron is not interlocked to the body portion (50). At best, the elastomeric double 
O-ring (collar 42) of Baron is surface mounted to the body portion (50). Thus, Baron fails 
to disclose the composite seal element and arrangement thereof as specifically claimed by 
Appellant in independent Claims 1, 2 and 8. 
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In response to Appellant's position that the O-ring (collar 42) of Baron does 
not surround any part of the body portion (ring 50), the Examiner asserted on page 4, lines 
13-18, that "at the point designated by reference numeral (49), the seal portion (42) 
surrounds the portion of the link segment (47) that extends beyond the collar (51) and 
becomes flush with the seal portion (42) where the link segment (47) originates just 
beyond collar (52) and extends in a direction tangential to the curvature of the seal portion 
(42)." The Examiner's position relies on the unsupported assumption that the link 
segment (47) extends beyond the collar (51), which is inherently subjective because the 
portions (47) and collar (42) are integral and it is impossible to determine precisely where 
the portions (47) begin based solely on Figure 5. Baron column 4, lines 53-60 provides 
"The collar 42 comprises, furthermore, an end part 46 in the form of portions 47... which 
are attached at one end 48 to the lower face 49 of the 8-shaped collar part with which they 
are integral." As the portions (47) attach at the end (48) to the lower face (49), they do not 
extend beyond the end (48). As seen in Figure 5, since the portions (47) do not extend 
beyond (48), they also do not extend beyond (51) and therefore cannot be surrounded by 
the collar (42) as suggested by the Examiner. 

In response to Appellant's position that the O-ring of Baron is not 
interlocked to the body portion of Baron, the Examiner asserted on page 4, lines 18-20, 
that "the link segments (47) are clearly shown as being in contact with body portion (50) 
and therefore must at least frictionally interlock the body portion (50)." As previously 
indicated, the portions (47) are adapted to frictionally engage the connector (58) of the 
pipe (column 5, lines 3-4) and not to link the seal portion and the collar portion as 
concluded by the Examiner. The Examiner again appears to read facts into the 
specification of the prior art reference without providing any basis or support therefor. 
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Appellant's attorney again cautions that the Baron reference confuses the 
terms ring and collar throughout the entire patent. For example, in the Baron abstract and 
the front page figure to which it pertains, the collar (6) is sleeve-like and composed of 
rigid material, and the ring (5) is an O-ring and is composed of elastomeric material. In 
contrast, the specification refers to Figure 5 in describing the collar (42) as a double O-ring 
that is composed of elastomeric material, and in describing the ring (50) as sleeve-like and 
composed of rigid material. Clearly, the terms ring and collar have been transposed and 
thus are confused in Baron. Nevertheless, Baron still fails to disclose the composite seal 
as specifically claimed by Appellant. 

Based upon the above argument, Appellant respectfully submits that the 
Baron reference does not disclose each and every element arranged as in the claim of any 
of Appellant's independent claims. Therefore, in applying the test for anticipation as set 
forth in Lindemann Maschinenfabrick GmbH v. American Hoist and Derrick, supra, Baron 
does not anticipate Appellant's independent Claims 1, 2, 8 or 15. 

The rejection of dependent Claim 3 under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) is not well 
taken in view of the fact that dependent claims are but further delineations of the structure 
of the claims from which they depend. Claim 3 requires the combination of elements of the 
structure as set forth in independent Claim 2 with the additional limitation that the plurality 
of collar sections are made of plastic material and the at least one seal portion is made of 
rubber material. 

As previously shown, Appellant's independent Claim 2 requires structural 
elements which are not disclosed by the Baron reference and is therefore patentably 
distinct. Accordingly, the structure of Claim 3 in combination with the structural elements 
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of Claim 2 must also be patentably distinct and is not anticipated by the disclosure of 
Baron. 

The rejection of dependent Claim 4 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) is not well 
taken in view of the fact that dependent claims are but further delineations of the structure 
of the claims from which they depend. Claim 4 requires the combination of elements of the 
structure as set forth in independent Claim 2 with the additional limitation that the at least 
one link segment comprises three link segments interconnecting each of the plurality of 
collar sections together. 

As previously shown, Appellant's independent Claim 2 requires structural 
elements which are not disclosed by the Baron reference and is therefore patentably 
distinct. Accordingly, the structure of Claim 4 in combination with the structural elements 
of Claim 2 must also be patentably distinct and is not anticipated by the disclosure of 
Baron. 

The rejection of dependent Claim 5 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) is not well 
taken in view of the fact that dependent claims are but further delineations of the structure 
of the claims from which they depend. Claim 5 requires the combination of elements of the 
structure as set forth in Claims 2 and 4, with the additional limitation that the three link 
segments extend axially between each of the plurality of collar sections. 

As previously shown, Appellant's independent Claim 2 requires structural 
elements which are not disclosed by the Baron reference and is therefore patentably 
distinct. Accordingly, the structure of Claim 5 in combination with the structural elements 
of Claims 2 and 4 must also be patentably distinct and is not anticipated by the disclosure 
of Baron. 
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The rejection of dependent Claim 6 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) is not well 
taken in view of the fact that dependent claims are but further delineations of the structure 
of the claims from which they depend. Claim 6 requires the combination of elements of 
the structure as set forth in Claims 2, 4 and 5, with the additional limitation that the three 
link segments are circumferentially spaced 120 degrees apart. 

As previously shown, Appellant's independent Claim 2 requires structural 
elements which are not disclosed by the Baron reference and is therefore patentably 
distinct. Accordingly, the structure of Claim 6 in combination with the structural elements 
of Claims 2, 4 and 5 must also be patentably distinct and is not anticipated by the disclosure 
of Baron. 

The rejection of dependent Claim 7 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) is not well 
taken in view of the fact that dependent claims are but further delineations of the structure 
of the claims from which they depend. Claim 7 requires the combination of elements of 
the structure as set forth in independent Claim 2 with the additional limitation that one of 
the plurality of collar sections includes a tapered portion having a tapered surface thereon. 

As previously shown, Appellant's independent Claim 2 requires structural 
elements which are not disclosed by the Baron reference and is therefore patentably 
distinct. Accordingly, the structure of Claim 7 in combination with the structural elements 
of Claim 2 must also be patentably distinct and is not anticipated by the disclosure of 
Baron. 

The rejection of dependent Claim 9 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) is not well 
taken in view of the fact that dependent claims are but further delineations of the structure 
of the claims from which they depend. Claim 9 requires the combination of elements of the 
structure as set forth in independent Claim 8, with the additional limitation that the at least 
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one link segment comprises three link segments interconnecting each of the plurality of 
collar section. 

As previously shown, Appellant's independent Claim 8 requires structural 
elements which are not disclosed by the Baron reference and is therefore patentably 
distinct. Accordingly, the structure of Claim 9 in combination with the structural elements 
of Claim 8 must also be patentably distinct and is not anticipated by the disclosure of 
Baron. 

The rejection of dependent Claim 10 under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) is not well 
taken in view of the fact that dependent claims are but further delineations of the structure 
of the claims from which they depend. Claim 10 requires the combination of elements of 
the structure as set forth in Claims 8 and 9, with the additional limitation that the three link 
segments extend axially between each of the plurality of collar sections. 

As previously shown, Appellant's independent Claim 8 requires structural 
elements which are not disclosed by the Baron reference and is therefore patentably 
distinct. Accordingly, the structure of Claim 10 in combination with the structural elements 
of Claims 8 and 9 must also be patentably distinct and is not anticipated by the disclosure 
of Baron. 

The rejection of dependent Claim 11 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) is not well 
taken in view of the fact that dependent claims are but further delineations of the structure 
of the claims from which they depend. Claim 1 1 requires the combination of elements of 
the structure as set forth in Claims 8, 9 and 10, with the additional limitation that the three 
link segments are circumferentially spaced 120 degrees apart. 

As previously shown, Appellant's independent Claim 8 requires structural 
elements which are not disclosed by the Baron reference and is therefore patentably 
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distinct. Accordingly, the structure of Claim 1 1 in combination with the structural elements 
of Claims 8, 9 and 10 must also be patentably distinct and is not anticipated by the 
disclosure of Baron. 

The rejection of dependent Claim 12 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) is not well 
taken in view of the fact that dependent claims are but further delineations of the structure 
of the claims from which they depend. Claim 12 requires the combination of elements of 
the structure as set forth in independent Claim 8, with the additional limitation that the 
female component includes a mounting surface and a throughbore extending through the 
female component, the throughbore having a chamfer in the mounting surface, the chamfer 
and throughbore defining a transition surface therebetween. 

As previously shown, Appellant's independent Claim 8 requires structural 
elements which are not disclosed by the Baron reference and is therefore patentably 
distinct. Accordingly, the structure of Claim 12 in combination with the structural elements 
of Claim 8 must also be patentably distinct and is not anticipated by the disclosure of 
Baron. 

The rejection of dependent Claim 13 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) is not well 
taken in view of the fact that dependent claims are but further delineations of the structure 
of the claims from which they depend. Claim 13 requires the combination of elements of 
the structure as set forth in Claims 8 and 12, with the additional limitation that one of the 
plurality of collar sections includes a tapered portion having a tapered surface, the tapered 
surface locating against the transition surface of the female component such that the 
transition surface engages in annular line contact against the tapered surface to secondarily 
seal the fluid-tight conduit connection. 
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As previously shown, Appellant's independent Claim 8 requires structural 
elements which are not disclosed by the Baron reference and is therefore patentably 
distinct. Accordingly, the structure of Claim 13 in combination with the structural elements 
of Claims 8 and 12 must also be patentably distinct and is not anticipated by the disclosure 
of Baron. 


CONCLUSION 

For the reasons set forth above, it is respectfully submitted that the rejection 
of Claims 1-13 and 15 under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) is improper as a matter of law, and reversal 
of the final rejection of the Claims as appealed is therefore respectfully requested. 

An Appendix that contains the claims on appeal, as pending at the time of 
the final rejection, is enclosed herewith. 

Respectfully submitted, 
VANOPHEM & VANOPHEM, P.C. 
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Appendix 

1 . A composite sleeve seal comprising: 
a body portion including at least one collar section having at least 

one link segment extending therefrom; and 

at least one seal portion contiguous with said at least one collar 
section and surrounding said at least one link segment to interlock said at least one seal 
portion with said body portion to form said composite sleeve seal as one integral 
component. 

2. A composite sleeve seal for sealing a conduit connection, said 
composite sleeve seal comprising: 

a body portion including a plurality of collar sections spaced apart 
from one another to define at least one gap therebetween, said plurality of collar sections 
being interconnected by at least one link segment spanning said at least one gap; and 

at least one seal portion interposed said plurality of collar sections 
in said at least one gap and surrounding said at least one link segment to interlock said at 
least one seal portion with said body portion to form said composite sleeve seal as one 
integral component. 

3. A composite sleeve seal as claimed in claim 2 wherein said 
plurality of collar sections are made of plastic material and said at least one seal portion is 
made of rubber material 

4. A composite sleeve seal as claimed in claim 2, wherein said at 
least one link segment comprises three link segments interconnecting each of said 
plurality of collar' sections together. 
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5. A composite sleeve seal as claimed in claim 4, wherein said three 
link segments extend axially between each of said plurality of collar sections. 

6. A composite sleeve seal as claimed in claim 5, wherein said three 
link segments are circumferentially spaced 120 degrees apart. 

7. A composite sleeve seal as claimed in claim 2, wherein one of said 
plurality of collar sections includes a tapered portion having a tapered surface thereon. 

8. A fluid-tight conduit connection comprising: 
a female component; 

a male component positioned within said female component such 
that said female component circumscribes said male component; and 

a composite sleeve seal circumscribing said male component such 
that said composite sleeve seal is interposed said male and female components for sealing 
said fluid-tight conduit connection, said composite sleeve seal comprising: 

a body portion including a plurality of collar sections 
interconnected by at least one link segment; and 

at least one seal portion interposed said plurality of collar 
sections and surrounding said at least one link segment to interlock said at least one seal 
portion with said body portion to integrate said composite sleeve seal; 

whereby said at least one seal portion is compressed by said male 
and said female components to primarily seal said fluid-tight conduit connection. 

9. A fluid-tight conduit connection as claimed in claim 8, wherein 
said at least one link segment comprises three link segments interconnecting each of said 
plurality of collar sections together. 
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10. A fluid-tight conduit connection as claimed in claim 9, wherein 
said three link segments extend axially between each of said plurality of collar sections. 

11. A fluid-tight conduit connection as claimed in claim 10, wherein 
said three link segments are circumferentially spaced 120 degrees apart. 

12. The fluid-tight conduit connection as claimed in claim 8, wherein 
said female component includes a mounting surface and a throughbore extending through 
said female component, said throughbore having a chamfer in said mounting surface, said 
chamfer and said throughbore defining a transition surface therebetween. 

13. The fluid-tight conduit connection as claimed in claim 12, wherein 
one of said plurality of collar sections includes a tapered portion having a tapered surface, 
said tapered surface locating against said transition surface of said female component 
such that said transition surface engages in annular line contact against said tapered 
surface to secondarily seal said fluid-tight conduit connection. 

15. A composite sleeve seal comprising: 

a body portion including at least one collar section having at least 
one link segment extending therefrom; and 

at least one seal portion disposed in axial prolongation with respect 
to said at least one collar section, said at least one seal portion being molded around at 
least a portion of said at least one link segment to interlock said at least one seal portion 
with said body portion to form said composite sleeve seal as one integral component. 


